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A. My name is Nancy B. Weber, and my business address is 160 North 

LaSalle, Suite C-800, Chicago, Illinois, 60601. 

 

Q. Are you the same Nancy B. Weber who previously testified in this 

proceeding?  

A. Yes.  

 

Q. What is the purpose of your Phase 1 rebuttal testimony? 

A. The purpose of my rebuttal testimony is to respond to the rebuttal 

testimony of Ameritech Illinois (Company) witnesses Mark Cottrell and Jim 

Ehr as they pertain to operations support systems (“OSS”), performance 

measurement data and reporting and the independent third party review 

being performed by KPMG Consulting.  My discussions of OSS pertain to 

the requirements of checklist item 2 (access to UNEs), and my 

discussions of both KPMG’s third party test and Ameritech Illinois’ 

performance measurement data and reporting are relevant to the public 

Interest component of this proceeding.   

 

Q. Please summarize your recommendations and findings? 

A. Ameritech Illinois’ line loss notification process was found to be 

discriminatory in IL Docket 01-0160, therefore, this Commission has 

already directed Ameritech Illinois to modify its line loss notification 
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process to correct the discriminatory behavior by July 1, 2002.  

Additionally, in IL Docket 02-0160, the Commission required Ameritech 

Illinois to modify performance measurement, MI 13, which reports its line 

loss notification performance to measure the interval of time from the 

completion of the disconnect to the time the loss notification is sent to the 

losing carrier.  Currently, performance measure MI 13 is not part of 

Ameritech Illinois’ tariffed remedy plan or its proposed 271 remedy plan 

and I recommend that MI 13 become a remedied performance measure to 

ensure that Ameritech Illinois not backslide on its performance in providing 

line loss notifications to CLECs, once it has corrected all of the problems 

associated with line loss notifications.  I accept Ameritech Illinois’ 

suggestion to change the time interval for MI 13 to one calendar day as 

long as the benchmark interval for MI 13 is moved to 97%.  In addition, I 

disagree with Ameritech witness Ehr’s position that the issues surrounding 

performance measure, MI 13, should not be addressed in this proceeding 

and should be handled only in the collaborative six month review process. 

 

 With respect to Ameritech Illinois’ performance measurement data and 

reporting, I state that Ameritech Illinois has failed to make available to this 

Commission and the CLECs their processes and procedures under which 

Ameritech Illinois makes performance measurement data restatements.  

Without access to these written guidelines or procedures, it makes it 
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impossible for Staff, CLECs and the Commission to determine if 

Ameritech Illinois’ data restatements are correct or appropriate.   

 

 Lastly, I communicate that the ongoing third party test being conducted by 

KPMG Consulting does not provide for verification of the performance 

remedy calculations as Ameritech witness, Ehr, states in his rebuttal 

testimony. 

 

I.  CHECKLIST ITEM 2 – ACCESS TO UNEs 

 

OSS: Loss Notifications 56 
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. Cottrell’s viewpoint that the process used by 

Ameritech Illinois’ retail business units to obtain line loss 

information does not result in Ameritech Illinois’ retail business 

operations receiving superior line loss information compared to what 

CLECs receive.1? 

A. No.  The Commission’s Order in IL Docket 02-01602, dated May 8, 2002, 

found that Ameritech Illinois’ winback personnel use an enhanced line loss 

notice that is generated at an earlier stage and contains more data fields 

than is provided to CLECs on the 836 line loss notification3.  Specifically, 

the Order states that Ameritech Illinois violated four per se impediments to 

 
1 Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 4.1 (Cottrell) at lines 163-165. 
2 IL Docket 02-0160, Z-Tel Communications, Inc. vs. Illinois Bell Telephone Company (Ameritech 
Illinois), Verified Complaint and Request for Emergency Relief Pursuant to Sections 13-514, 13-
515 and 13-516 of the Illinois Public Utilities Act. (“Z-Tel Line Loss Complaint Docket”) 
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competition as enumerated in Section 13-514 of the Public Utilities Act 

(PUA)4.  The Order states that since Ameritech Illinois’ winback personnel 

use an enhanced line loss notice, and that CLECs received late and 

inaccurate 836 line loss notifications: (1) Ameritech Illinois has 

unreasonably impaired the speed and quality of efficiency of services used 

by Z-Tel; (2) Ameritech Illinois’ actions, or lack thereof, had an adverse 

effect on the ability of Z-Tel to provide service to it customers; and (3) 

Ameritech Illinois has unreasonably provided Z-Tel inferior and 

discriminatory access to OSS5.   
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Q. What corrective action has the Commission directed Ameritech 

Illinois to take as a result of its decision in Docket 02-0160 and in 

what timeframe is the Company required to accomplish these 

actions? 

A. In Docket 02-0160, the Commission imposed the following requirements 

upon Ameritech Illinois, which specifically relate to the creation and 

delivery of line loss notifications6. 

(1) Until such time as Ameritech provides CLECs the option of receiving 

an enhanced notice, Ameritech Winback personnel are directed to 

only use the 836 line loss notification transaction. 

 
3 Z-Tel Line Loss Complaint Docket, Order at 17-19. 
4 Id. at 15-16. 
5 Id. at 16. 
6 Id. at 19-20. 
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(2) Once Ameritech has in place a system where Z-Tel can choose 

between the 836 line loss notification transaction and/or a notice that 

is sent in the same timeframes and contains as much information as 

that currently sent to Ameritech’s retail and Winback business units, 

then Ameritech Winback may use the enhanced line loss notice again.  

Ameritech is directed to make this option available to Z-Tel by July 1, 

2002. 

 

Q. Would the corrective action ordered by the Commission in Docket 

No. 02-0160, when implemented by Ameritech Illinois, level the 

playing field to allow CLECs to receive loss notification information 

in substantially the same timeframe and manner as Ameritech 

Illinois’ retail winback unit? 

A. If Ameritech Illinois chooses to limit the implementation of the ruling to Z-

Tel Communications, then I would disagree.  In my opinion, Ameritech 

Illinois should extend the Commission ruling in Docket 02-0160 to all 

CLECs.  By providing all CLECs line loss notifications in the manner as 

ordered by the Commission, then the playing field should be leveled, such 

that all CLECs and Ameritech’s winback and retail personnel would be 

treated the same.  Furthermore, it should ensure that CLECs won’t 

continue to experience the problems related to the untimely and 

inaccurate line notifications that were addressed by the Commission in 

Docket No. 02-0160.   
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Q. When will we know that all of Ameritech Illinois’ loss notification 

issues have been resolved for good? 

A. This question is difficult to answer with certainty.  Mr. Cottrell has stated 

that the line loss notification process is complicated, and that, in order for 

Ameritech Illinois to be thorough in ensuring that all loss notifications are 

sent accurately and in a timely fashion, an extensive amount of time and 

resources is needed7.  In my opinion, observing Ameritech Illinois’ line loss 

notification performance over time will indicate whether any of the current 

problems persist.  The line loss notification process will also require 

continued monitoring from Ameritech Illinois to ensure that all problems 

identified have been rectified, do not reoccur, and that new problems do 

not arise.  

 

Q. How much time should be given to monitor the loss notification 

situation? 

A. Depending upon the timing of the second phase of this proceeding, I 

believe it’s reasonable to revisit Ameritech Illinois’ line loss notification 

performance in phase 2.  If, by the beginning of the second phase of this 

proceeding, the loss notification issue appears to continue to be 

adequately addressed, and Ameritech Illinois has implemented the 

changes the Commission ordered in Docket 02-0160, then I would expect 

Ameritech Illinois to provide testimony to that effect in phase 2 of this 

 6



Docket No. 01-0662 (Phase 1) 
ICC Staff Exhibit 25.0 

proceeding.  If the accuracy and timeliness of Ameritech Illinois line loss 

notices continues to be an issue for CLECs when the second phase 

begins then testimony should be provided by the CLECs to on the issue 

and the topic would be reexamined. 
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Q. Are there any recommendations that you made in your testimony 

regarding performance measure MI 13 that Ameritech Illinois did not 

respond to? 

A. Yes.  In my testimony I state that performance measure MI 13, today is a 

diagnostic8 performance measurement and that MI 13 should become a 

remedied measure and be included in Ameritech Illinois’ Performance 

Remedy Plan9.  I believe that Ameritech Illinois should make MI 13 part of 

its remedy plan since MI 13 tracks line loss notifications, which the 

Commission in Docket 02-0160 has determined that Ameritech Illinois’ 

performance in this area has enabled it to unreasonably impair the speed 

and quality of efficiency of services of a competition, has had an adverse 

effect on the ability of a competitor’s ability to provide service to its 

customers and has lead to CLECs receiving unreasonable or inferior and 

discriminatory access to Ameritech Illinois OSS10.  Thus, the Commission 

should require Ameritech Illinois to include performance measurement MI 

13 in its performance remedy plan in order to prevent backsliding by 

 
7  Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 4.1 (Cottrell) at lines 85-87. 
8 A diagnostic performance measure is one where Ameritech Illinois reports its results but the 
results do not have remedy payment amounts associated with it.   
9 ICC Staff Exhibit 11.0 at lines 473-477.  
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Ameritech Illinois before making a recommendation of the Company’s 

compliance with the 271 checklist.  
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Q. How did Ameritech Illinois respond to your suggested modification 

for performance measure MI 13, which would require Ameritech 

Illinois to report on its performance in delivering line loss 

notifications to its wholesale customers? 

A.  In his rebuttal testimony, Ameritech witness Ehr indicates that Ameritech 

Illinois is willing to consider the proposal I made in my direct testimony, 

with one modification.  My proposal was to change the business rule for 

performance measure MI 13 so the interval is measured from the 

completion of the disconnect work (instead of from the generation of the 

service order completion notice to the winning CLEC) to the time that the 

loss notification is transmitted to the losing carrier.  Mr. Ehr’s suggested 

modification is to increase the benchmark for the measurement11.   

 

Q. Did the Commission’s Order in IL Docket 02-0160 require Ameritech 

Illinois to implement any changes for performance measure MI 13?  

A. Yes, in its order in Docket 02-0160 the Commission found that MI 13, as it 

currently exists, does not adequately measure Ameritech Illinois’ line loss 

notification failures.  Therefore, the Commission required that Ameritech 

Illinois redesign performance measure MI 13 to start the calculation of the 

 
10 Z-Tel Line Loss Complaint Docket, Order at 16. 
11 Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 6.1 (Ehr) at lines 370-372. 
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interval from the completion of the work to disconnect the account12 as I 

recommended in my direct testimony13.  Therefore, although Ameritech 

Illinois witness Ehr has stated in his rebuttal testimony that Ameritech 

Illinois would consider the modification14, it should be noted that as of May 

8, 2002 Ameritech Illinois was ordered by the Commission to make this 

modification in Docket 02-0160. 
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Q. What is your opinion of the suggestion by Mr. Ehr to increase the 

benchmark interval for performance measure MI 13?  

A. The current benchmark interval defined for performance measure MI 13 is 

one hour.  In my opinion, the benchmark interval should remain at one 

hour, regardless of the modification ordered by the Commission to 

measure the interval start time from the completion of the disconnect 

notice.  However, it is my understanding that Ameritech Illinois uses a 

nightly batch process to generate its loss notifications therefore Ameritech 

Illinois has stated that it is not possible for it to keep the one hour 

benchmark interval for MI 13.  Currently, performance measure 7.1 reports 

the percent of mechanized completion notices returned within one 

calendar day of work completion15, and the benchmark that Ameritech is 

required to meet for Illinois is 99% and 97% for the other states in the 

region.  Since Ameritech Illinois is committed to provide notice to the 

 
12 Z-Tel Line Loss Complaint Docket, Order at 24.  
13 ICC Staff Exhibit 11.0 at lines 458-461. 
14 Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 6.1 (Ehr) at line 378. 
15 Id. Schedule 2 (IL performance measure and remedy tariff). 
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winning carrier16 within one calendar day of work completion, as it has in 

performance measure 7.1, it is reasonable Ameritech Illinois would also 

suggest that it provide notification to the losing carrier17 within one 

calendar day of work completion.  If the time interval for MI 13 is moved to 

one calendar day, then Ameritech Illinois should be required to increase 

the MI 13 benchmark percentage to 97% from the current level of 95%.  A 

losing carrier should receive notice in the same timeframe as the winning 

carrier.  The one calendar day interval and 97% benchmark has been set 

for completion responses to CLECs when Ameritech Illinois’ provisioning 

work has been completed, since it’s important for the winning carrier to 

understand at what point it’s responsible for providing service to an end 

user.  CLECs that lose an end user also need to know when they no 

longer are the provider of record in situations when an end user calls and 

asks for assistance.  Once a carrier has lost an end user it can no longer 

access Ameritech’s OSS to view information about that end user or their 

account information.  In my opinion, both notifications (the completion 

notification to the winning carrier and the line loss notification to the losing 

carrier) are equally important to carriers, and therefore both notifications 

should have the same interval set for their corresponding performance 

measures and the same benchmark level.  Ameritech Illinois should be 

required to increase its benchmark for MI 13 from 95% to 97%, if 
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16 When an end user switches from one provider to another, the winning carrier is the carrier who 
the end user is switching to.  
17 When an end user switches from one provider to another, the losing carrier is the carrier who 
the end user is switching away from. 
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Ameritech Illinois moves the time interval from one hour to one calendar 

day.       
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Q. Do you agree with Mr. Ehr’s characterization that the performance 

measurement issue regarding MI 13 need not, and should not, be 

resolved in this proceeding18? 

A. No, I do not.  While I agree that the changes posed in this proceeding for 

performance measure MI 13 are being discussed at the current 

performance measurement six-month collaborative review meeting, I do 

not think that the six-month collaborative review meeting is the only place 

that performance measures can be determined.  In Ameritech Illinois’ 

performance measurement tariff19 and as understood by the parties 

involved in the six month collaborative review meeting, the only changes 

made to performance measures during the six-month review meeting are 

those changes where a consensus is reached among the parties.  If there 

is no agreement on an issue, then the parties have to take the disputed 

issues to the Commission to resolve20.  Currently, the business rule 

definition surrounding performance measure MI 13 is in dispute in the 

collaborative six month review process.  In my opinion, it is unlikely that 

consensus will be reached in the six month review session, therefore, it 

 
 
18 Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 6.1 (Ehr) at lines 373-376. 
19 ICC Staff Exhibit 26.0 (Patrick), Schedule 26.01 (Ameritech Illinois Tariff No. 20, Part 2, Section 
11, Performance Measurements) at sheet 3.  
20 Id. 
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makes sense to address the issue now in this proceeding since it appears 

that this issue will likely go to the ICC for resolution. 

 

   

 

Q. Are there any other items related to Ameritech Illinois’ OSS that you 

would like to highlight in your rebuttal testimony? 

A. Yes.  As previously stated in my direct testimony, if necessary, I will 

address other issues and concerns related to Ameritech Illinois’ OSS 

during Phase 2 of this proceeding21.  At this time there are many other 

known issues with Ameritech Illinois’ OSS that I have chosen not to 

address in the first phase of this proceeding.  It is my hope that Ameritech 

Illinois addresses these items before the second phase of this proceeding 

begins.   

 

II. PUBLIC INTEREST 

 

Performance Measurement Data and Reporting 255 

256 
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258 

                                           

Q.   In your direct testimony you state that there is no documentation 

readily available to the CLECs, or to this Commission, that 

communicates the process Ameritech Illinois uses to determine 

 
21 ICC Staff Exhibit 11.0 at lines 86-91. 
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whether it will restate previously reported performance metrics 

data22.  Did Ameritech Illinois respond to this concern? 
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A. No, it did not.  Ameritech Illinois provided a document that details the 

process by which it recalculates performance remedy payment amounts 

due to restated performance measurement data23, but it has not yet 

provided a written document describing its performance measurement 

data restatement policies and procedures. 

 

 Since Ameritech has not responded to this issue, Staff and the CLECs 

can’t fully comment on the details of the process under which 

modifications to previously reported performance measurement data will 

occur.  Until this information is provided to CLECs and this Commission, it 

appears to me, that full discretion is being left up to the Company to 

determine the rules that guide Ameritech Illinois in determining when they 

will or will not make performance measurement data restatements.  

Currently, Staff does not understand the rules that Ameritech Illinois uses 

to determine whether or not recalculation of a performance measurement 

is necessary.  Ameritech Illinois’ lack of documented processes and 

procedures on its performance measurement data restatement policy 

makes it impossible for Staff, CLECs and the Commission to determine if 

the performance measurement data restatements that Ameritech Illinois’ 

makes each month are correct or appropriate.   

 
22 Id. at lines 661-672. 
23 Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 6.1 (Ehr), Schedule 3. 
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As I stated in my direct testimony, Ameritech Illinois restated April 2001 

performance measurement results for 53 of the 165 measurements since 

they were originally posted.  I believe it’s apparent that Ameritech Illinois 

continuously restates results as a normal course of business, since 

Ameritech restated approximately one-third of its performance 

measurement data for the month of April 200124.  To further substantiate 

my position Ameritech Illinois, in response to Staff data request 9.14, 

provided the number of performance measurement data restatements it 

has made for each month from January 2001 through December 2001.  

The data request response reports that Ameritech Illinois has restated an 

average of 68 performance measures each month from January 2001 

through December 200125. 

 

Q. Is it still your recommendation that this Commission should require 

Ameritech Illinois to fully document its policies and procedures 

related to performance measurement data restatements and to make 

this documentation available on its performance measurement page 

of its CLEC Online website26? 

A. Yes, my recommendation remains the same.   

 

 
24  Id. at 639-643. 
25 Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 25.0 (Weber), Schedule 25.01 Proprietary (Response of Ameritech 
Illinois to Staff Data Request 9.14). 
26 ICC Staff Exhibit 11.0 at lines 687-701. 
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Q. Ameritech Illinois voluntarily agreed to enhance its written policies 

and procedures related to its recalculation of remedy payments and 

that it would publish them on the CLEC OnLine website27.  Has 

Ameritech Illinois published the policy entitled “Process Flow for 

Calculations of Additional Performance Remedy Amounts Due to 

Restated Performance measurement data” on its website yet? 
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313 

A. No.  As of the time this testimony was filed, Ameritech Illinois had not yet 

posted its revised document on remedy calculations due to restated 

performance measurement results on its website.  Ameritech Illinois, 

however, did provide this documentation as Schedule 3 to Mr. Ehr’s 

rebuttal testimony. 

 

Independent Third Party Test 314 

315 
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Q. The rebuttal testimony of Mr. Ehr states “given the ongoing KPMG 

test, and the provision for future audits, there is no basis for Z-Tel 

witness Walters’ claim that the process by which Ameritech Illinois 

calculates and reports performance remedies lets the ‘fox guard the 

hen house’”28.   Do you agree with Mr. Ehr’s statement? 

A. No, I do not.  I would like to clarify that the ongoing third party test being 

performed by KPMG Consulting does not provide for verification of the 

performance remedy calculations.   

 

 
27  Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 6.1 (Ehr) at lines 585-590. 
28 Id. at lines 549-552. 
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Q. Does the independent third party review being performed by KPMG 

Consulting verify any aspect of Ameritech Illinois’ performance 

remedy process? 
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A. The independent third party review being conducted by KPMG Consulting 

is performing a very limited review of Ameritech Illinois’ remedy 

restatement process.  The review will only determine whether Ameritech 

Illinois has a documented remedy restatement process and whether 

pertinent Ameritech Illinois personnel understand the process.  The third 

party review will not verify whether Ameritech Illinois’ reported remedy 

payment amounts or its recalculated remedy payment amounts are 

accurate, or not. 

 

Q. Do you agree with Mr. Ehr’s statement that at the completion of the 

KPMG third party OSS test, all concerned should have confidence in 

the integrity and accuracy of Ameritech Illinois’ performance 

measurement reports and related performance remedy payments as 

suggested in your direct testimony29? 

A. In my direct testimony, I indicated that at the end of the KPMG Third Party 

OSS test there could be confidence in the integrity and accuracy of 

Ameritech Illinois’ performance measurement data30.  However, I did not 

indicate that there could be confidence in the integrity and accuracy of 

Ameritech Illinois’ reported performance remedy amounts.  Although, one 

 
29 Id. at 564-567. 
30 ICC Staff Exhibit 11.0 at 769-778.  
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can correctly conclude, that if the reported performance measurement 

data is questionable, then the performance remedy payments calculated 

from that performance measure data should not be trusted, however, one 

can’t necessarily conclude the reverse would be true.  The reverse is not 

necessarily true because there are additional calculation steps involved in 

determining the remedy amounts once the performance measurement 

data has been produced.   

 

An audit or independent review of Ameritech Illinois’ reported performance 

remedy payment amounts has not yet occurred, and I am unaware, if, or 

when, an audit of the remedy payment amounts is planned.  Therefore, 

Mr. Ehr mischaracterized my testimony regarding the integrity and 

accuracy of Ameritech Illinois’ reported performance remedy amounts.  

Staff Witness McClerren speaks more to the audit requirements of 

Ameritech Illinois’ reported performance remedy plan in his rebuttal 

testimony (ICC Staff Exhibit 27.0).   

 

Q. Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony? 

A. Yes, it does. 
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